
Design Review Board Minutes
Thursday, October 15, 2020

Zoom Virtual Meeting

Members Present:
Bill Beauchene
Chris Campeau 
Chris Karpus
Carolyn Rogerson

Staff Present:
Tim Macholl, Zoning Administrator
Bonnie Miley
Rebecca Brown
Matt Halter

Items on the agenda:
OLD BUSINESS:
1. 113 N. Magnolia Street – Redevelopment of the property for a 1 story 5,660 sf office building (D-MX)

The applicant is requesting Preliminary Approval
2. Freddy’s Frozen Custard – New 3,010 sf restaurant with drive-thru (UC-MX)

The applicant is requesting Preliminary Approval
NEW BUSINESS:
1. 1706 Old Trolley Road – Request to allow a shipping container to be placed on the property (UC-MX)

The applicant is requesting Final Approval
2. Signs:

Miscellaneous:
1. Mixed Use Zoning  - Discussion on Design Guidelines and UC-MX, D-MX and N-MX

The meeting was called to order at 4:03 pm by the Chairman. 

Mr. Campeau asked for consideration of the September 17, 2020 meeting minutes. Mr. Beauchene made a motion for approval of 
the minutes and Mr. Karpus seconded. The motion carried 4-0.

OLD BUSINESS
1. 113 N. Magnolia Street – The first item under Old Business was a request for Preliminary Approval of a proposed 
redevelopment of the property at 113 N. Magnolia into a one story 5,660 sf office building. Mr. David Thompson, Mr. Cameron 
Baker and Mr. David Willis were on the meeting to discuss the proposal with the Board. Mr. Thompson wanted to discuss the 
architecture first and asked for the floor plan to be displayed for the Board. He explained the layout and how the plans had changed 
based on the comments received at the last meeting. He explained that they had simplified the layout, removing the deep street 
side entrances in units B & C. on Unit A located at the corner they had removed the steel entrance surround. They have changed 
the windows, added a water table, to provide the base body and cap element mandated by the ordinance. The brick color was 
changed to a gray brick and adjusted the proportions. Addressing the site changes, they removed 2 parking spaces and reduced 
the width of the drive aisle to reduce the impact to the tree. It was explained that they can extend the sidewalk on the Magnolia 
Street side to the end of the property, but on the other street side, it would be impossible because the sidewalk would have to go 
through a preserved tree. They cannot meet the DOT requirements to add formal parking in the ROW. He expressed that he didn’t 
feel it would be appropriate for the building to look like an oversized house. Mr. Karpus agreed with that assessment. He said that 
this design looks softer with the vertical siding, and that the last design maybe looked too contemporary. He felt that waiving the 
65% transparency requirement would be appropriate. Mr. Beauchene asked which DOT requirements prohibited the on-street 
parking. Mr. Baker explained that there was not enough depth, even with angled parking to have maneuvering space so that drivers 
did not have to back into the travel lane. Mr. Macholl pointed out that there was existing informal parking on that side of the street 
already. Ms. Rogerson asked if the rendering was an accurate depiction of what the building was going to look like. Mr. Thompson 
responded that it will be updated with more detail after this meeting. Ms. Rogerson stated that she felt it needed more color 
variation, and that it looked too gray. Mr. Thompson told the Board that he felt that the prior design, with white washed brick 
provided more contrast, and it had better material variation. Ms. Rogerson thought that the previously approved Chase Bank on N. 
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Main Street had a good mix of brick colors. Mr. Karpus explained to the Board that the rendering will not show the differences in the 
materials. Mr. Thompson agreed and pointed out that the wood will have a gray stain which allows the warmth of the wood to show 
through. The Board asked about the possibility of getting to see actual material samples. Mr. Macholl said that it may be possible to 
have the samples dropped at the Planning Office and allow the Board members to be able to view them when they are available to 
drop by. Mr. Karpus added that the vertical shiplap will have trim that will help provide some variation to the façade. Mr. Campeau 
stated that he wants to be open minded about the design. He thinks that the design is very simple and needs more details at the 
eave line. With residential next door a sloped roof would look better in context. He thought that a better rendering and more details 
would help the design. Mr. Thompson expressed a concern about a gable roof and the overall scale required to execute it properly, 
he said that they can look at some articulation at the parapet. Mr. Campeau expressed a concern for losing the history of this 
corridor as a residential area. He echoed staff comments and thanked the applicant for taking measures to preserve the large Oak 
tree. He still felt that a looped drive would be more appropriate.

Mr. Beauchene made a motion for Preliminary Approval with comments. The motion  was seconded by Ms. Rogerson. Additional 
comments from Mr. Karpus suggested additional study on the coping, parapet, trim for the shiplap, and brick detailing. Ms. 
Rogerson suggested more variation in the roofline. Mr. Campeau added that this is a small town commercial building, but it is 
lacking details. The motion passed 3-1 with Mr. Campeau voting against.

2. Freddy’s Frozen Custard – The second item under Old Business was a request for Preliminary Approval for a New 3,010 
sf restaurant with drive-thru on Ladson Road. Mr. Chad Billings addressed the Board concerning the project. He detailed the 
proposed changes to the building. These include more brick, reduced square footage of EIFS, changes to the awnings, removal of 
the neon light, the addition of some windows and doors. They proposed shifting the focus of the building by adding a tower feature 
to the corner of the building. He expressed a desire to stick to the brand identity, a 1950’s style diner. He felt that this location 
cannot be a one-off design, they need to keep certain brand elements, like McDonald’s arches or the now defunct Blockbuster blue. 
Mr. Mike Lukus stated that they would get the Photo Metric Plan revised, and address the other site issues. Mr. Campeau asked 
staff about the corner accent and landscaping requirements. Mr. Macholl addressed the corner  element stating that the corner 
accent is a nice touch, but not specifically required, the building is not located on a corner. The landscaping issues have been 
addressed by adding the required trees to islands and removing the palmettos from the planting plan. Mr. Beauchene liked the 
tower element, he felt it added some interest to the building. He also like the reduction in fake stucco. Mr. Karpus agreed with the 
previous statements. He said that he was not bothered by the proposed projecting ice cream cone on the façade, he felt it was 
nostalgic. He understands corporate identity issues, but is not a fan of awnings. He suggested adding more detail to the columns 
supporting the awnings, they are too plain, and maybe a capital would help. He thought that proportionally they were too big, and 
that they needed to correspond to the weight of the canopy above. If they are narrowed he suggested adding a column. Mr. 
Campeau expressed concerns for the tower element on the corner. He was concerned that it still looked too corporate and that it 
looked more like a drugstore. He agreed that the projecting ice cream cone was ok and that it played up the nostalgia. He agreed 
with Mr. Karpus that the columns needed more detailing, and should be narrower. He suggested looking again at the Carmel, 
Indiana location. Comments regarding the landscape plan included that Pistache Trees are not appropriate, and that Bosque Elms 
are not big enough. Ms. Rogerson felt that more brick was needed, up to the top of the tower wall. Mr. Karpus weighed in again 
saying that the signage and the cone provided enough corporate identity, he thought that the awning roof should be standing seam 
metal. Make it look like a front porch, really tie into the lowcountry identity.

Mr. Beauchene made a motion for Preliminary Approval with the following conditions:
a. Increase the use of brick on the building, bring the brick on the "tower" up to the parapet
b. Potentially make the large patio cover look like a shed style roof over a front porch
c. Awnings should be removed and replaced with a metal style roof, standing seam
d. Reconsider column number and style. Too Plain potentially add a capital to the columns make them look complete with 

additional masonry detail
The motion was seconded by Mr. Karpus. The motion passed 3-1, with Mr. Campeau voting against.

NEW BUSINESS
1. 1706 Old Trolley Road – The first item under New Business was a request for Final Approval for the placement of a 
storage container on the property for a maximum of two years, for excess inventory for the Sherwin Williams paint store. Mr. 
Macholl introduced the request and explained that with the building boom currently going on the store needed additional space to 
store the inventory. He also addressed staff’s concerns with the location within the required buffer, and that staff would be ok with 
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the placement of the container if it could be placed without the removal of any of the trees required within the buffer. Mr. Campeau 
was not supportive of the 2 year request. Ms. Rogerson suggested six months. Mr. Macholl explained that there was precedent for 
this type of request. Mr. Beauchene wanted more photos. The applicant was not available to discuss the application. It was 
suggested that the item be tabled to the next meeting to allow the applicant to be available to discuss the request.

Ms. Rogerson made a motion to table the request to the next meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr. Beauchene. The motion 
passed unanimously 4-0.

MISCELLANEOUS:
1. Mixed Use Zoning - Discussion on Design Guidelines and UC-MX, D-MX and N-MX: Mr. Macholl opened by 
discussing the ordinance, its passage, and the intent behind the mixed-use zoning that was approved as part of the zoning 
ordinance re-write. He explained to the board that the zoning sections were included in the packet for their use. Staff would like for 
them to look at the zoning requirements, as well as at the design guidelines and use them to ground their directions to applicants 
coming before the board. The purpose of adding the design guidelines was to set the floor for the proposed development, mandate 
good design elements, and then give the power to the bboard to get design that is tailored to Summerville. The Board had some 
discussion about the location of the zoning and discussed the Magnolia Street project as an example of the outcomes. Mr. 
Campeau expressed concern that Magnolia Street has historically been residential, and that design may be too commercial and 
more appropriate for a Main Street location. Mr. Beauchene felt that Magnolia Street was an appropriate location for the expansion 
of downtown, and that it may have been residential before it should be more commercial and urban going forward. The Board 
continued to discuss the intent and the proposed expansion of the Downtown Core on Magnolia and Cedar Streets. The Board 
determined that they would like to take some time to really read and study both the District Standards and the Design Guidelines 
and that if they had any questions they would bring them back to staff at a later date.

ADJOURN:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:39 PM on a motion by Ms. Rogerson and a second by Mr. 
Beauchene. The motion passed unanimously.

Respectfully Submitted, Date:  ________________ 

Tim Macholl
Zoning Administrator

Approved: Chris Campeau, Chairman _____________________________________; or,

Michael Gregor, Vice Chairman ______________________________________
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SCALE: N/A
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F.O.B. = FACE OF BLOCK

F.O.S. = FACE OF STUD

N.I.C. = NOT IN CONTRACT

A.F.F. = ABOVE FINISH FLOOR

ELEV. = ELEVATION

 = CENTER LINECL

CONC = CONCRETE

CONT = CONTINUOUS

FTG = FOOTING

EXT = EXTERIOR

INT = INTERIOR

O.C. = ON CENTER

F.O.W. = FACE OF WALL, (BRICK OR FINISH)

EQ = EQUAL

PT = PRESSURE TREATED

SIM = SIMILAR

OPP = OPPOSITE

WD = WOOD

VIF = VERIFY IN FIELD

O.P.O.I. = OWNER PROVIDED, 
OWNER INSTALLED

TYP = TYPICAL

# DOOR DESIGNATION SYMBOL

A WINDOW DESIGNATION SYMBOL

DIMENSION TO CENTER LINE

PTD= PAINTED

PEMB = PRE ENGINEERED METAL BUILDING

HDG = HOT DIPPED GALVANIZED

KD = KILN DRIED

MR = MOISTURE RESISTANT

A

SYP = SOUTHERN YELLOW PINE

TBD = TO BE DETERMINED

TBS = TO BE SELECTED

STRUCTURAL COLUMN LINE

INSULATIONO.P.C.I. = OWNER PROVIDED, 
CONTRACTOR INSTALLED

WRC = WESTER RED CEDAR

DRAWING LIST
SCALE: N/A
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ABBREVIATIONS & SYMBOLS
SCALE: N/A
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LOCATION MAP
SCALE: N/A
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OFFICE BUILDING

113 NORTH MAGNOLIA STREET
SUMMERVILLE, SC 29483

TMS # 137-07-15-001.000

COMMERCIAL DESIGN REVIEW
BOARD APPLICATION

FINAL REVIEW

OCTOBER 30, 2020

PROJECT NOTES
SCALE: N/A
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1. THIS PROJECT IS AN 1 STORY, 5,660 SF NEW CONSTRUCTION BUILDING FOR USE AS A SPEC 
OFFICE SPACE FOR 3 TENANTS.

2. THE PROJECT OCCUPANCY IS GROUP B, BUSINESS

3. THE PROJECT JURISDICTION IS THE CITY OF CHARLESTON.  

4.  APPLICABLE CODES, INCLUDING SC STATEWIDE MODIFICATIONS;

2018 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE
2018 INTERNATIONAL MECHANICAL CODE
2018 INTERNATIONAL FUEL GAS CODE
2018 INTERNATIONAL PLUMBING CODE
2017 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE
2009 INTERNATIONAL ENERGY CONSERVATION CODE
2018 FIRE PREVENTION CODE
2017 ICC / ANSI A117.1

5.  THE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION TYPE IS II-B - NOT SPRINKLERED

 

ARCHITECTURE AND PROJECT MANAGEMENT
DAVID THOMPSON - 843-297-8939
DTHOMPSON@DTHOMPSONARCHITECT.COM

CIVIL ENGINEER 
CAMERON BAKER - 843-270-3185
CAMERON@CBAKERENGINEERING.COM

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER
MIKE HANCE - 843-830-2150
MHANCEPE@COMCAST.NET

GENERAL CONTRACTOR & PROJECT MANAGEMENT
DAVID WILLLIS - 843-821-2071
DAVID@SOUTHEASTERNCONSTRUCTIONCO.COM

MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING ENGINEERING
PROFICIENT ENGINEERING
BRIAN ARMENTA - 404-330-9798
BRIAN@PEIATL.COM

G101 - - TITLE SHEET
G102 - - EXISTING SITE PHOTOS
C101 - - DEMO AND TREE REMOVAL PLAN
C300 - - SITE LAYOUT PLAN
C400 - - GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN
C500 - - UTILITY PLAN
L200 - - LANDSCAPING PLAN

L200A - - MULCHING PLAN
L201 - - SCHEDULE & NOTES
L202 - - PLANTING DETAILS
A100 - - WALL TYPES
A101 - - FLOOR PLAN
A102 - - ROOF PLAN
A104 - - PLAN DETAILS
A201 - - EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A202 - - EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A203 - - RENDERING
A301 - - SECTIONS
A302 - - WALL SECTIONS
A303 - - WALL SECTIONS
A304 - - SECTION DETAILS
A305 - - SCUPPER DETAILS BRICK
A306 - - SCUPPER DETAILS WOOD
A307 - - OVERFLOW SCUPPER DETAILS BRICK
A308 - - OVERFLOW SCUPPER DETAILS WOOD
A501 - - DOOR SCHEDULE & TYPES
A502 - - WINDOW SCHEDULE & DETAILS
A503 - - WINDOW DETAILS
A801 - - CANOPY DETAILS
A901 - - LIGHTING SCHEDULE

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
REMARK STUDIO
MADISON RICE - 843-952-7817
MADISONR@REMARKSTUDIOLLC.COM

DRAWINGS AND THE DESIGN ARE THE
PROPERTY OF THE ARCHITECT 
WHETHER THE PROJECT FOR WHICH 
THEY ARE PREPARED IS EXECUTED OR 
NOT.  THE DRAWINGS SHALL NOT BE 
USED BY THE PROJECT OWNER OR 
ANYONE ELSE FOR ANY OTHER PROJECT.

O
FF

IC
E 

B
U

IL
D

IN
G

11
3 

N
or

th
 M

ag
no

lia
 S

t
Su

m
m

er
vi

lle
, S

C 
29

48
3

DAVID THOMPSON ARCHITECT, LLC

CHARLESTON SC / 843-297-8939

WWW.DTHOMPSONARCHITECT.COM

G101

ISSUED DATE / REVISIONS

SCHEMATIC DESIGN - 08.28.20
CDRB CONCEPT - 08.28.20
CDRB PRELIMINARY - 09.23.20
CDRB FINAL - 10.30.20
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